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ABSTRACT
OPERATIOMAL LOGIC AND IDENTIFYING SOVIET OFPERATIOHAL CENTERS OF
GRAVITY DURING OPERATION BARBAROSSA, 1944, by MAJ David J. Bongi,
USA, 54 pages.

This monograph examines Soviet operational centers of
gravity during Operation Barbarossa, the German invasion of the
Soviet Union in 1941. Specifically, the exsmination focuses in two
areas: (1) German planning for Operation Barbarossa; (2) the
operational objectives selected for the second phase nf the
canpaign.

The second phase was selected because it was during this
phase that the focus of the German military effort became diverse.
Two competing strategies within the German political and nilitary
command structure caused this. W¥hile political-ideological and
economic factors influenced one, purely military concerns influenced
the other. In the end, the Germans diluted combat power in phase
two towards three operstional objectives: IMoscow, Leningrad. and
the Ukraine. )

Thus, the research question for this monograph is: Which,
if any. of the German operational objectives for the second phase of
the campsign were also Soviet operational centers of gravity?

The analysis of operational objectives uses Colonel William
Mendel’s snd Colonel Lamar Tooke's anmalytical model called
"Operational Logic: Selecting the Center of Gravity." Potentisl
centers of gravity are analyzed using a validity and a feasibility
test. -

This monograph concludes that Moscow was the operational
center of gravity for the campaign by virtue of its direct and
intrinsic relationship to the strategic center of gravity--the
Soviet Military.
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ABSTRACT
OPERATIONAL LOGIC AND IDENTIFYING SOVIET OPERATIONAL CENTERS OF
GRAVITY DURING OPERATION BARBAROSSA, 1941, by MAJ David J. Bongi,
USA, 54 pages.

This monograph examines Soviet operational centers nf
gravity during Operation Barbarossa, the Geruwan invasion of the
Soviet Union in 1941. Specifically, the examination focuses in two
areas: (1) German planning for Operation Barbarossa. (2) the
operational objectives selected for the second phaze of the
campaign.

The second phase was selected because it was during this
phase that the focus of the German military effort became diverse.
Two competing strategies within the German political and military
command structure caused this. While political-ideological and
sconomic factors influenced one, purely military concerns influenced
the other. In the end, the Germans diluted combat power in phase
two towards three operational objectives: IMoscow. Leningrad, and
the Ukraine.

‘Thus, the research question for this monograph is: Which.
if any., of the German operational objectives for the second phﬁse of
the campaign were also Soviet operational centers of gravity?

The analysis of operational objectives uses Colonel Willian
Mendel’s and Colonel Lamar Tooke's analytical model called
"Operational Logic: Selecting the Center of Gravity." Potential
centers of gravity are analyzed using a validity and a feazibility
test.

This monograph concludes that Moscow was the operational
center of gravity for the campaign by virtue of its direct and
intrinzic relationship to the strategic center of gravity--the
Soviet Military.
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I Introduction

At 0330 on 22 June 1941, the German Army invaded the
Soviet Union. Operation Barbarossa, the code name for the
invasion, involved more than three million men, 3,350 tanks,
and 7,184 artillery pieces.! With the war still unfinished in
the West, Germany opened a second front, thus provoking a two
front war which earlier German military strategists such as
von Moltke and von Schlieffen had so ardently attempted to
avoid during the Great War. In the end, the greatesi land
invasion force in the history of warfare reached its
culminating point before it was able to attain its strategic
aims.

Ouestions and issues concerning Operation Barbarossa
still abound today, perneating all three levels ot_wgr—-
strategic, operational, and tactical. Fbr example: Did the
strategy of opening a two-front war eventually produce a
defeat for Germany? Did the Germans follow a preconceived
campaign plan or did they use something closer to an &g koo
strategy? Was the failure in the East an inability to link
the tactics with the strategy? Finally. one particular issue
during the planning and execution of this campaign was the
shifting of priorities at the highest levels of the German
political and military command structure. In short, the
influences of the political aims for this campaign often
perneated down to the operational planning. This kind of

influence caused operational commanderz to divert forces




needlessly, dilute combat power, and eventually culminate
betore they could achieve victory.

Operation Barbarossa offers many lessons to the
student of operational art. While all three levels of war are
each worthy of independent study and examination, this
monograph focuses at the operational level. Specifically, the
emphasis is in two areas: (1) the planning for Operation
Barbarossa and (2) the operational objective selected for the
second phase of the campaign.

Why the second phase? During the first phase, the
Germans focused military power against the Russian Army.
Arquably, the Russian Army was an appropriate operational
objective. Their destruction meant tﬁe remainder of the
canpaign would be a nere exploitation. Hbgever, during the
second phase, the German focus hecamé diverse. Two competing
strategies cgused this diversity. One influenced by
political-ideological and economic factors, the other
predominately by military concerns. In the end, the focus for
phase two essentially split three ways. For Hitler. the
primary focus oriented towards Leningrad and then the Ukraine.
The Army focused on lMoscow.

This leads us to the reseafch question for this
monograph: Which, it any, of the German operational
objectives for the second phase of the campaign were also
Soviet operational centers of gravity? There is, of courze, a

distinction between the two. ©Operational objectives are not
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necessarily operational centers of gravity; however, the
reverse is not true--operational centers of gravity must be
operational objectives. This research question is important
because German operational objectives identified as Soviet
operational centers of gravity could have, in theory, provided
the necessary focus for German combat power during this phase
of the campaign. After all, that is one of the values of the
concept of center of gravity, it provides focus.

¥hile this premise is theoretically possible, one
should remember that many influences which transcend pure
military necessities drove German strategy in this and other
campaigns. This monograph briefly discusses these political,
econonic, and ideological influences, but an extensive
examination is beyond the scope of this study. The purpose
here is to examine operational centers of gravity and the
military means of achieving them.

Fitty-three years since Operation Barbarossa, the
concept of center of gravity remains an enigma. Arguably. no
other operational concept offers more discussion and debate
than the concept of center of gravity. It is a concept that
flows through our doctrine from the strategic to the tactical
levels of war. Joint doctrinal publications as well as the
Army’s FM 100-5 identify the concept of center of gravity as
one of the key concepts of theater and operational design.2

However, while the definition and description of this

concept is generally understood by operational-level plamers,

(5]




its application in the operational design of campﬁign planning
is often difficult and, at times, confusing. Questions which
often arise in the application of this concept are: How do we
know that we have selected the correct center of gravity? Is
there more than one? Is there a center of gravity at each
level of war? Is there more than one at each level? Is it
something abstract such as national will, or something more
concrete like the enemy's armed forces. Does it ever change
and if so., how will we know it has changed?

Questions such as these will continue to plague both
doctrinal writers and operational planners alike. In
'determining German operational objectives asnoperational
centers of gravity. this monogragh uses a logical nethodology
for selecting centers of grévity. In the June 1993 issue of

Military Review, Colonel William ¥. Mendel, senior military

analyst with the Foreign Military Studies Institute at Ft.
Leavenworth, Kansas, and Colonel Lamar Tooke. faculty member
at the U.5. Army War College, offered a methedology Ior
selecting centers of gravity known as Operational Legic. This
method provides the foundation for the analysis of Soviet

operational centers of gravity during Operation Barbarossa.

Yethodology

This monograph will review the concept of center of
gravity and its relationship to the other elements of
operational design in campaign planning. It reviews the

history of the concept and its use today in campaign planning.
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Second, this monograph will review Colonel lendel’s model--
Operational Logic: Selecting the Center of Gravity. Third,
this monograph will review German operations on the eastern
front during the invasion of the Soviet Union addressing the
tollowing areas: Strategic Setting; Political, Ideological.
}anﬂ Economic Aims; Military Forces; Military Strategy:
Strategic Objectives; Strategic Center of Gravity. Operational
Plans; Operational Objectives. Fourth, these identified
operational objectives will be applied to Colonel Hendel’s
podel to determine their validity and feasibility as potential
operational centers of gravity. Finally, the monograph will

conclude with answering the research question.

II The Development of the Concept of Center of Gravity?®

The great Prussian military theorist Carl von
Clausewitz originally conceived the concept of center of
gravity and it formed an essential part of his major work On
War. Clausewitz, borrowing this concept from Newtonian
physics, referred to the center of gravity as the “hub of all
pover and movement, on which everything depends. That is the
point against which all our energies should be directed. "¢ It
was an important concept to the successful prosecution of war.
thus prompting Clausewitz who wrote, “the first task., then, in
planning for war is to identify the enemy’s centers of
gravity, and if possible trace them back to a single one. "%

The logical question concerning this theoretical

concept is: What exactly is a center of gravity? In other
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words, what element or elements on the battlefield constitute
the hub of all power? It is here that much of the confusion
surrounding this concept emanates. Clausewitz, unfortunately,
does not offer much help since he provided us with multiple
definitions which can be classified into two domains of war:
physical and moral {psychological).
In Book Four, Chapter Nine, Clausewitz’s description
of the center of gravity is the battle:
Secondary objectives may combine with the principal
one even in a battle, and the battle itself will be
colored by the circumstances that gave rise to it.
" Even a battle is connected to a still larger entity
of which it is only a part. But since the essence ot
war is fighting, and since the battle is the fight of
the main force, the battle must always be considered
as the true center of gravity of the war.®
While the essence of war is fighting and fighting is
an essential part of battle, perhaps Clausewitz’s assertion
that battle is the “true center of gravity” is correct. Tet
while battle is clearly an important part of warfare, we must
remember that it is the fighting forces which do battle.
Battle is an act of the fighting forces. Without fighting
forces, there can be no battle. Furthermore, these fighting
forces must be sufficiently strong to do battle. Regardless
of how heroic and efficient a fighting force does battle, they
nay still be unsuccessful if they are numerically inferior to
their opponent. Thus Clausewitz stressed the importance of

strength through concentration. The best strategy. he said,

~is always to be very strong; first in general, and then at




the decisive point. . . . There is no higher and simpler law
of strategy than that of keeping one’s forces concentrated. ”?
While battle was the ultimate purpose of a fighting
force, “battle” per se was not a center of gravity.
Clausewitz returned to the issue of concenﬁration in Book 35ix
and wrote that the center of gravity will always be where the
mass is most densely concentrated.® Clausewitz believed that a
blow directed against the location where the mass is
concentrated would be the “most effective target.” His logic
was simple. The scale of victory depended on the size of the
defeated force. In Clausewitz’s day., the larger a force an
arny defeated, the greater the victory. Since the
concentrated mass of an army was its largest formation, then,
in theory, & blow struck at this formation would gain, as
Clausewitz wrote, “the broadest and most favorable
repercussions.”?
‘The concentrated force of one’s opponent offers a
relatively easy description of a center of gravity.
Clausewitz, however, gave us other possible centefs of gravity
to consider. In Book Eight. Clausewitz wrote:
one must keep the dominant characteristics of both
belligerents in mind. Out of these characteristics a
certain center of gravity develops, the hub of all
power and movement. on which everything depends.
That is the point against which all our energies
shonld be directed. !0

Scme of the examples Clausewitz offered as possible centers of

gravity are: a capital in countries subject to domestic




strife: in small countries which rely on larger ones, it is
usually the army of their protector; among alliances, it lies
in the community of interest; and in popular uprisings, it is
the personalities of the leaders and public opinion.

The first two descriptions, a capital and the army of
a protector, remain within the physical domain of war. It is
the last three examples which differ significantly by entering
into the moral domain of battle. In this domain, the concept
becomes less precise and is often the source of confusion for
operational planners. Focusing combat power on a physical
entity such as an army is inherently easier than attacking
something as abstract as public opinion or a leader’s
personality.

Yet history nffers examples where forces have
successfully attacked centers of gravity in the noral domain
of war. Public opinion as a center of gravity exists
primarily in wars of exhaustion such as guerrilla warfare. In
Vietnam, the U.S. never lost a battle. However, many will
arque that the U.5. lost the war due to a loss of national
will rather than ineptitude on the battlefield. The
possibility of national leaders as center of gravity tends to
lie within leaders holding absolute authority. For examnple,
‘had the Allies eliminated Hitler early in the war, it is
entirely possible that ¥W.¥.II would have ended with his

demise. ©One could make the same assumption for both Napoleon




and the wars of the French Revolution as well as Saddam
Hussien and the Iraqi Army during the Gulf War.

Although Clausewitz offered various possible centers
of gravity, it is entirely feasible that in Clausewitz’s ers
an opponent’s center of gravity lay strictly where he
concentrated the mass of his army. Clausewitz finished his
discussion of this concept in Book Eight when he wrote:

no matter what the central feature of the enemy’s
feature may be--the point on which your efforts must
converge--the defeat and destruction of his fighting
force remains the best way to begin, and in every
case will be a very significant feature of the
campaign. 11

For Clausewitz, the center of gravity was the focus

for one’s combat power. However, even Clausewitz description

of a center of gravity wavered from the physical to the moral

domain of war. It could be something as abstract as a
leader’s personality or perhéps something as boncrete‘as tﬁe
enemy’ s main force. Attempting to resolve this issue 1is not
the purpose here. The point is that Clausewitz offersd us
this concept as an analytical tool to assist military
planners, primarily at the operational level, in focusing
combat power to achieve decisive victory.

Today, in the tradition of Clausewitz, achieving
decisive victory by attacking an opponent’s center of gravity
remains a key element of operational design within campaign
planning. The campaign plan, either at the strategic or
operational level, is the CINC's vision for linking the ends

{objectiwves), the ways (concept), and means {resources) in
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order to achieve stfategic and operational objectives. The
campaign planning process is both intuitive and a structured
methodology for grranging the actions which must occur in the
campaign planning cycle (see figure 1 below). The cycle
begins with the strategic guidance which the Combatant
Commander receives from higher authority normally expressed
through the Mational Security Strategy and the Mational
Military Strategy. The cycle continues, considering each of
the events in order: derived mission, situation study,
objectives, commander’s concept, tasks for subordinates,
supporting plans, and the final link in the cycle is the
 determination of plan feasibility and requests for change or

augmentation. 12

Guidance A

"\n_____‘d_,-ﬁ’ \__‘ .‘_,_4——""_'—‘——-___

S A s e . ™,
—L Mission Derired )
—‘—""‘-q.\ r\'%% T
(Feasibility, Request\ l
for Change and
Augmentation / C’ Sitvation
\""'-‘T —'—'"f ‘%i,/
“Tupporting Plans™) (@hjectivesj}

N

Tasks for \}"_/’ﬂ'i—df ‘s Comep}:}
k Subordinates)
y =

-~

0

—
Figure 1: Campaign Planning Cyclel?
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We will briefly review the Situation Study and the Commander’s
Concept and their relationship to centers of gravity.

The Situation Study is key to campaign planning
because it identifies the strategic and operational centers of
gravity. This identification provides the focus for all that
takes place in the planning process. The Commander’s Concept
in the planning cycle is the core for developing the campaign
plan. It “provides for organizing land, sea, air, special
operations, and space forces into a cohesive joint force to
conduct concentrated and decisive operations.”!* The
commander’s concept seeks to gain strategic advantage over the
enehy, attain an offensive initiative and defeat enemy centers
of gravity.1S

As previously stated, the concept of center of gravity
is a key element of the operatiomal design of the campaign
plan. Operational design describes the interrelationship
between the establishment of military conditions, campaign
objectives, the application of resources, and sequencing of
events. The concept of center of gravity fits into this
process by providing the focus for operational design and
achieving decisive victory.

Decisive victory remains the bedrock of our military
strategy. The latest version of FM 100-5, June 1993,
identifies ﬁhe national military strategy s eight strategic

principles. One of the eight is decisive force. Decisive

force is the use of overwhelming combat power to defeat the
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eneny in order to achieve decisive victory.!¢ In order to
achieve this type of victory, forces must apply overwvhelming
combat power against the enemy’s main source of power--his
center of gravity. In fact, FM 100-5 identifies the focusing
of overvhelming combat power against the enemy’s center of
gravity as the essence of operational art. 17 Operational art
also provides the means for designing campaigns and major
operations by determining when, where, and why to employ the
joint force.

So far we have discussed the development of the
concept of center of gravity and its use today in the
operational design of campaign planning. ¥hile current joint
doctrine identifies a methodology for the campaign planning
process, no such methedology exists for the selection of
centers of gravity. A logical methodology is important since
planners may identify numerous components within the enemy’s
political, economic, and military structure that are of
strategic importance.!® However, not all of these components
are of equal value. The problem for military planners iz how
to select which component or components constitute the “hub of
all power and movement, on which everything depends.”

Figure 2 on page 13 graphically depicts the authors’

nethodology.
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Figure 2: Methodology For Selecting Centers of Gravity

The central premise for this methodology iz a strong

linkage between strategic aims and the center of gravity.
This linkage between aims and center of gravity applies at all
levels of war. Understanding the relationship between the
two--aims and center of gravity--is vital to the selection of
a center of gravity. The authors trace this relationship back
to FM 100-5 which defines operational art as the:

skillful employment of military forces to attain

strategic and/or operational objectives within a

theater through the design. organization,

integration, and conduct of theater strategies,

campaigns, major operations. and battles. . . . Its
essence lies in being able to mass effects against




the enemy’s main source of power--his center of
gravity.1?

Here the linkage is clear. The essence of operational
art lies in massing combat power against the eneny’ s center of
gravity. The destruction, defeat, or neutralization of this
center of gravity achieves strategic or operational
objectives. Indeed, the authors argue that success is only
relevant if the exploitation or destruction of the selected
center of gravity leads to the accomplishment of the strategic
aims.2® Ultimately, all aims and objectives at the strategic,
operational, and tactical levels nust contribute to the
accomplishment of the strategic center of gravity. If the
linkage does not exist between these levels, tactical
objectives could begin to shape strategy.

The authors base this methodology for selecting
centefs of gravity on two principles cbncerning the
relationship mentioned above:

A. Centers of gravity are derivative of the aims
or objectives established at the level for which you are
planning. 3t

B. Aims or objectives established at the
operational or tactical levels should contribute to our
ability to impose our will over the center of gravity at the
next higher level of war. 8

Finally, the authors present validity and feasibility
tests that assiat the planner in analyzing the selected center

of gravity. In the validity test, the planner must ask: Does
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the application of combat power directed against the selected
center of gravity significantly deteriorate morale, cohesion,
and the will to fight thus preventing the enemy from-achieving
his aims and while allowing friendly forces to achieve their
aims? If the answer is no, this may not be a center of
gravity. If the answer is yes, we must then ask: Do we have
the ability to impose our will over the selected center of

gravity?

III German Stratggz—:ggeration Barbarossa

. Strategic Setting.

On 1 September 1939 Germany invaded Poland. This
initiated a string of impressive victories by the German Armed
Forces on the European continent. In its campaign against
Poland, Germany'crushed the Polish military force; a force
that numbered sevefal nillion. Within 24 days. the German
nilitary sither defeated, imprisoned., or dispersed all of
Poland’s active and reserve forces.®® Britain and France, in
fulfillment of their alliance with Poland, declared war
against Germany on 3 September, 1333. However, Hitler had
removed any danger of a Soviet intervention by signing the

Nazi-Soviet Pact on August 23, 1339. This diplomatic

.maneuvering not only removed a potential enemy; but also

gained a temporary ally. %
Following the Mazi-3oviet Pact and the agreement to

partition Poland, the Red Army moved up to and bevond the line
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of the Bug River (see Appendix B, map 1). The occupation of
the Baltic States--Latvia, Estonia, and Lithusnia--and the
eventual conquest of Finland in March 1940-expanded the
western frontiers of the Soviet empire by hundreds of miles.
In June 1940, Stalin’s extortion of the province of Bessarabia
from Rumania placed the Red Army near the oil fields of
Ploesti, Germany’'s chief supply of European 0il.% Despite
this threatening move, Stalin fulfilled his portion of the
Nazi-Soviet Pact by providing o0il and grain to Germany in an
attempt to ottseﬁ the effects of the British naval blockade.
After the invasion and defeat of Poland in September
1939 until April 1940, a 10ng~pauge in the war covered the
continent popularized by the media as the “Phony War.” During
this time, Germany was preparing for the invasion of the West.
However, this preparation ended prematurely when Germany -
invaded Denmark and Norway on 9 April 1940. Hitler had not
intended to wage war against these states as they posed no
threat to the security of the Reich, but several reazons

prompted the invasion of both countries az described by

Matthew Cooper in The German Army 1333-1945:%

A. The threat to Germany s northern flank
increased with the Soviet invasion of Finland. Under the
pretext of aiding the Finns, the Allies night violate

Norwegian neutrality and attack Germany ¢ northern flank.
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B. Norway was vital to the traffic of iron ore
between Sweden and Germany. Any occupation of Norway would
interfere with Germany’s war production.

C. ‘The German Mavy was pressing for bases beyond
the North Sea and Norway satisfied this requirement.

D. The invasion of Denmark would reinforce the
Baltic region and gain advanced fighter bases for the German
Air Force.

In the end, the German Army was again victorious with Denmark
falling in one day and Norway in one month.

Just one month atfter the invasion of Denmark and
Norway, Germany in*raded'Hollam, Belgium, and France on 10 lay
1940. While French strategy concentrated on linear defense
and. firepower, the'Germans employed quick decisive maneuver
and the ,indi‘reét approach, producing a paralysis and moral
disintegration of their opponent. The German main attack
comprised 45 divisions which smashed through the light French
defenses in the Ardennes. German forces advanced rapidly
‘toward the coast dividing the Allied Forces. By ¢ June, the
battle ended. On 25 June, after the fall of Paris, the firing
ceased. This proved to be one of the most decisive campaigns
in the history of warfare. Germany defeated Holland in five
days and Belgium in seventeen. France delayed its defeat
longer, but fell on 22 June. In approximately six weeks, the
German Armed Forces crushed one of Europe’s most powerful

armies. Germany now controlled from the English Channel to
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central Poland and well into Scandinavia. Prior to Operation
Barbarossa, Germany invaded the Balkans in April 1941 and

defeated Tugoslavia and Greece in three weeks.

Political-Ideological and Economic Aims: Operation Barbaroseca.

Thé political aims for Operation Barbarossa focused on
achieving an independent Ukraine and a confederation of Baltic
States under German domination.%’ Later, Hitler added the
additional aim of “depriving Britain of her last hope on the
continent.” Yet to end the discussion here about political
aims is misleading since it gives the impression that these
aims had relevance to the overall strategic situation on the
continent.

Briefly, Hitler's grand strategic aims for the
invasion of the Soviet Union rested upon two fundamental
precepts.® First was the concept of Zebenmsraum or “1living
space.” For the Nazis, Lébensraunm offered a cure for the
economic problems facing Germany and the eventual problems of
overpopulation predicted for the future.®® The wvast expanse oL
Bussia offered both the natural resources and fertile plains
needed for economic growth as well as plenty of space needed
for a growing German population. Second, Lebensraum not only
offered economic benefits, but also helped fulfill Hitler’s
ideological aims shaped by his racist beliefs. Hitler saw the

Russian people a3 an inferior race. Furthermore, he believed




Russia to be the center of Bolshevism which, to Hitler, was a

Jewish plot for world domination. 30

Military Forces.

The German Armed Forces for Operation Barbarossa
included 135 divisions of the following types: nineteen
panzer, ten motorized infantry, 106 infantry.® Small
contingents of Romanian and Finnish forces were also
available, but their equipment, capabilities, and combat
efficiency were well below that of the Germans'. The Germans
divided the 135 divisions into three army groups--North,
Center, and South. Army Group North consisted of a total of
28 divisions. & Army Group Center consisted of a total of 53
divisions.® Army Group South consisted of a total of 45
divisions.3 The OKH strategic reserve consisted of nine
divisions. &

In support of the land campaign, the German Air Force
in the sast consisted of approximately 3000 aircraft. These
included 1000 long-range bombers. 400 dive-bombers, 900
fighters, and 700 reconnaissance and patrol planes. The-
Germans divided the air force into four groups--first, second,
fourth, and fifth air forces. The Fourth Air Force supported
Army Group South with 600 total aircraft.%® The Second Air
Force supported Army Group Center with 910 total aircraft.
The First Air Force supported Army Group North with 430 total

aircraft. @
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The strength of the Soviet Military in the western
theater (Army, Navy, Air Force) varies with historians ranging
between 145-180 divisions in June 1941. While Stalin
estimated the strength as high as 180 at the start of the war,
German intelligence in June 1941 placed the number of
divisions at the front at 150.% The Soviets divided their
Army into three army groups--Baltic, Northwest, and
Southwest.4¢ The Soviet Air Force (includes both Europe and
Asia) consisted of approximately 8000 aircraft. 4 The two
Soviet Fleets, one in the Baltic Sea and one in the Black 3ea,
included several different types of naval vessels:
battleships, patrol boats, destroyers, and submarines (see
endnote for complete list). %

The relative combat power ratio between German and
soviet forces did not favor the Germans. Even given the last
German estimate in June 1941 of 150 Soviet divisions, the best
the Germans could muster was about 145 including allies. This
meant that the Germans would have to mass their combat power
at decisive pointz in order to defeat the Soviet Army quickly
to prevent them from accomplishing their aim. The Soviet
Union‘s aim was to maintain a strategic defensive posture.
This would allow time to complete the arming and medernization
of its armed forces. To accomplizh this, the Soviets planned
to defend in depth, executing delaying actions at p£incipal
terrain obataclez, and avoiding large-scale retreats following

eneny breakthroughs.




The Germans believed they had at least two advantages
to compensate for numerical inferiority, combat efficiency and
strategic surprise. Indeed, the Gerﬁans were superior to the
Soviets in terms of training, equipment, and doctrine. The
Germans had refined and improved all three through combat
experience gained since the invasion of Poland. They believed
their FIizzkrieg tactics, which overwhelmed the French, would
be equally successful in the East.

For the German planners, strategic surprise was
essential to a “lightning campaign.” Geining strategic
surprise would help to trap the bulk of the Soviet Army betore
it could retréat into the interior. With the Soviets trapped,
the better equipped and trained German forces would destroy
them in encirclement operations. (The extent to which they

achieved strategic surprise is dehataple.**}

Other Factors--Time, Space, and Terrain.

From the outset of this campaign, the element of time
would weigh heavily on military planners and commanders alike.
Favorable weather was the primary consideration in determining
the “right time” for the invasion. Generally, lfay to October
presented the most favorable weather for an invasion. Thus,
the campaign had to achieve its aims prior to the arrival of
the Russian winter after October.

Unlike the campaign in the West, the Eastern Front
differed significantly in terms of space. The geographic area

in the eastern theater was Z0 times larger than the theatsr of
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operations in the West. Operations would cover an area
extending 2000 miles from the Arctic Ocean to the Black 3ea
and over 1700 miles from the Elbe to the Yolga Rivers (see
Appendix B, map 1). This presented enormous strains on German
command and control and logistic systems. Operationally. the
. Germans had to figure out a way how to achieve a quick victory
against an opponent who could retreat into a vast interior,
much the same way the Russians did against Napoleon in 1812.

The Pripyat Marshes were the most significant terrain
feature affecting German operational planning which lay
directly in the center of the proposed front (see Appendix B,
map'ij. This marsh is an enormous swampland messuring 150
miles in width from north to south and over 300 miles in
length. It literally divided the Soviet territory west of the
Dnepr and Dvina Rivers into separate theaters of operation.
The direction of trafficable roads in both theaters was north-
south, generally following the rivers.

A poor road network limited mobility in the zouth.
only one pain highway existed, the west-east highway via Kiev.
Moreover, an advance in the south would have to contend with
three major rivers--Dnestr, Bug., and Dnepr. Morth of the
Pripyat, the road and rail network was the best in the Soviet
state linking Warsaw and Hoscow! This major line of
communication ran in the same direction of the German 2
advance. Furthermore, forces advancing in the north faced

only one river, the Dvina.
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‘Military Strateqy.

It would be illusory to synthesize German military
strategy for this campaign into a clear-cut end state with
feasible means and valid ways to accomplish it. The reasons
for this vary from political-ideological factors to economic
factors which are complex and often inexplicable. We will
briefly focus on the two competing strategies (Hitler's ws.
the Army's) which affected German military strategy.

Yhile both strategies aimed at the destruction of the
Soviet Military. the difference lay in the method. Hitler
based his strategy on an ideology shaped by race and
domination that sought to conquer the Soviet’s social and
economic centers.® Hitler wanted to attack the flanks into
Leningrad and the Ukraine {social and economic centers) thus
enveloping the Soviet forces. Hitler stated on 3 February
during an operational briefing for Barbarocasa:

It is important to destroy the greater part of the
enemy not just to make them run. This will only be
achieved by occupying the areas on the flanks with
the strongest forces, while standing fast in the
center and then outmaneuvering the enemy in the
center from the flanks. ¥

The competing strategy from the Army Command under
General Halder proposed a direct attack on Moscow. This
strategy sought the destruction of the Soviet Military not
through strategic envelopment, but by a direct attack on
Moscow. In theory, this would paralyze the Soviet leadership.

diminishing sny possibility of a coherent defense by the

Soviet Military.




Both methods employed a strategy of annihilation with
the Soviet Military as the objective. Hitler's strategy would
diverge forces across the Soviet front while the Army's would
converge Iforces towards one objective. The result of the two
competing views produced a nilitary strategy that simply
ignored the numerous studies and wargaming exercises conducted
prior to the invasion. These studies produced a simpler plan
in terms of fewer lines of operation, concentration of forces
at decisive points, and ultimately unfettered by irrelevant
ideological motives. In the end, these competing views tore
apart German strategy as General Erich von Hanstein wrote in

Lost Victories, “a tug of war over strategic objectives.

. throughout the campaign.”+¥

Strategic Objectives.
| Directive 21, dated 18 December 1940,49 identified the
strategic military objective for the campaign in the following
statement : ¥

The ultimate objective of the operation is to acreen

Furopeasn against Asiatic Russia along the course of

the Volga [River] and thence along a general line

extending northward toward Archangel.5?

While somewhat ambigquous as a atrategic military

objective for the campaign, the reasoning behind this
objective would permit the Luftwaffe to strike Soviet

industrial centers beyond the Urals, preventing a recovery

from the invazion. also, it would prohibit Ruszian bombers




from attacking German industrial centers and especially

Romanian oil fields.

Strategqic Center of Gravit

The Germans did not mention a strategic center of
gravity in the final directive for Barbarossa. However, it
was clear that the Germans focused military power against the
Soviet Military, whether directly or indirectly depending on
the strategy. In pure military terms this was logically
sound. The defeat or destruction of the Soviet Military would
inevitably cause the Soviet state to collapse. Thé German’ s
problem was how to attack a strategic center of gravity
dispersed from the Baltic to the Black Sea. This made the

German intent for a quick campaign impractical.

Operational Plans.

The final plan for Operation Barbarossa used a
strategy of annihilation to defeat “Soviet Russia in a
lightning campaign.~S!. The original plan contained four
phases. During the first phase, as outlined in Directive 21,
Operation Barbarocssa:

the bulk of the Ruszian Army stationed in western
Russia is to be destroved in a series of daring
operations spearheaded by armored thrusts. The
organized withdrawal of intact units into the
vastness of interior Russia must be prevented. =@

"To do this, the German Army would destroy the bulk of
the enemy in western Russia using a zeries of main effort

penetrations by infantry and accompanied by infantry frontal




attacks. The Germans would exploit these breakthroughs with
armored forces, driving deeply into the enemy rear area
enveloping enemy forces now pinned in their positions by
infantry, thus forcing the enemy to fight in an inverted
front. In this way, the Soviet forces would face destruction
through a series of cauldron battles--the decisive maneuver of
double envelopment ending with the annihilation.

In support of the campaign, Army Group Morth planned
to attack towards Leningrad from East Prussia. This attack
would cut off the enemy in the Baltic area and wedge them
against the Baltic Sea. Army Group Center, advancing from
northern German-occupied Poland, planned to breakthrough
Russian defenses and attack in the direction of IMinsk,
encircling enemy forces and destroying them between the border
and Minsk. The attack would continue towards Smolensk where a
strong portion of Army Group Center’s nobile strength would
support Army Group North destroying enemy forces in the Baltic
and Leningrad area.S® These two Army Groups comprised the
German main effort for the invasion. Army Group South would
advance from southern Poland and attack in the direction of
Kiev toward the great bend in the Dnepr River. Its nission
was to envelop and then destroy Soviet forces in Gelicla and
the western Ukraine.5* The second phase of the campaign called
for a fast pursuit. German forces would attack to a line that

generally ran along the Yolga River extending northward toward




Archangel. This would place Soviet air power out of range and
thus incapable of attacking German territory.

The mission of the German Air Force was to paralyze
the enemy air force and to support the Army’s operations at
the points of main effort. In particular, the Luftwaffe would
support Army Group Center and along the north wing of Army
Group South. The Navy’'s focus was in the Baltic. There, 1t
would defeat the Soviet Mavy and prevent enemy forces from
escaping prior to the capture of Leningrad.=

The third phase focused on the envelopment of
remaining Soviet Forces in the vicinity of Moscow and the

final phase was a thrust to the Yolga and the Caucuses.

Operational Objectives.

As previously stated, the Soviet Army was the
operational objective for the first'phase of the campaign.
Yet the Soviet Army as an objective is rather ambiguous. The
language used in Directive 21 emphasized operational concepts
instead of operational objectives. Objectives denote
something tangible such as a city, an army, a port facility.
These provide something for which commanders can direct combat
power against. On the other hand, operational concepts such
as “swift and deep thrusts. . . to tear open the front of the
mass of the Russian Army” or “the Russian Army. . .is to be
destroyed in a series of daring operations spearheaded by

armored thrusts” are abstracts which merely tell commanders,




albeit in ambiguous terms, Zow to attack, rather than
specifically wha? to attack.

In the second phase of the campaign, the focus on
operational objectives became somewhat clearer. This iz not
to imply, however, that the Germans linked to the
accomplishment of higher aims and objectives. TWhen considered
independently of one another, these.ohjectives had sound
strategic implications, making them worthy of attention. When
considered together as part of a phase of the campaign, they
diluted combat power, instead of concentrating it. The
operational objectives for the second phase of Barbarossa
were: Leningrad, the Donets Basin of the Ukraine and lMoscow. 5

In the next section, we will review each of ;hese
operational objectives to determine whether they were alzo

operational cente:s of gravity.

I¥ Analvzing German Operational Objectives

Figure 3, on page 29, graphically portrays our
Qiscussion up to this point. While it is doubtiul that the
Germans laid out their strategy as depicted in figure 3, the
chart helps to show a linkage between aims, objectives, and

centers of gravity necessary for our analysis.
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The political direction provided the development of
the military strategic aims.S? For Barbarossa, the military
aims focused on zafequarding German territory while
simultaneously threatening Soviet industry beyond the Urals.
To achieve these aims. the Germans had to attack deeply into
Soviet territory. In turn, this determined the strategic
military objective, to establish a defensive line generally
along the Yolga River and then north to Archangel. This
planned defensive line was sufficiently deep to éatisry both
strategic aims. Soviet bombers east of the line could neither
range German territory nor the Romanian o0il fieldz. It also
permitted the German Air Force to range key industry and
mobilization centers east of the Urals.

| The strategic military aims also elicited the
strategic center of gravity, the Soviet Military. The
pxistence of this organization would allow the Soviets to
accomplish their aim while preventing the Germans from
accomplizhing their strategic aims. Therefore, the Germans
had to destroy or defeat the Soviet Military since this would
allow the them to accomplish their strategic objective and
aims.

From the strategic military aims and objective, we
déri?e the operational military aims and divided them into
phases one and two. The operational military aim for phase

two (our focus) was offensive operations to capture or destroy




Soviet war-making potential and resources. This translated
into key industrial centérs and areas of natural resources:
Leningrad, the Ukraine, and Moscow. Undoubtedly, these
operational objectives could have a great influence over the
strategic center of gravity. The capture or destruction of
any of them would help to establish the conditions for the
destruction of the Soviet Military. ‘

All three objectives were appropriate operational
objectives, given their impact on the strategic objective and
the strategic center of gravity. However, the question vhich
remains is: Was it feasible for the Germans to capture all
three, considering their time constraints? Given the German
force structure, a primitive Soviet infrastructure, and
spatial considerations in an enormous theater of operations.
the answer is no; This leads us back to our hﬁpothesis that
if the Germans identified one of these objectives as an
operational center of gravity, it could have provided the
focus needed to concentrate forces instead of diluting them

across the Soviet frontier.

The ¥alidity Test.

Here we will apply the validity test to each
operational objective by asking: Would capturing any of these
objectives have created a deteriorating effect on morale,
cohesion, and will to fight that would prevent the Soviets
from accomplishing their strategic aim and allowed Germans to

accomplish their strategic sims? To answer this question we
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must link the defeat or destruction of the strategic center of
gravity to the strategic aims. The defeat or destruction of
the strategic center of gravity would ensure the
accomplishment of German strategic aims. Conversely.
protection of the strategic center of gravity would permit the
achievement of the Soviet aim. Now the q&estion is: Which
operational ocbjective would have caused a deteriorating effect
on norale, cohesion, and will to fight of the Soviet Military
if captured?

Questions concerning the moral domain of battle are
often difficult to answer with any degree of certainty. One
can rarely predict the impact that an action in combat will
have on a unit's cohesion, moral, and will to fight.
Therefore, in order to answer this question we must examine
the sighifiCance of these operationai objectives relative to
the strategic center of gravity. In other words, had the
Germans captured one of the operational cbjectives, how
significant would the affect have been on the Soviet NMilitary.
e must, however, base the evaluation on the facts available

to the Germans prior to the invasion.

Leningrad. Leningrad had significant strategic
military value for several reasons: First, the capture of the
port facilities in Leningrad would have deprived the Soviet
Baltic Fleet of its main operating bases.®® With the Sovief
Fleet out of the Baltic, this would have ensursd the security

of Swedish iron ore shipments across the Baltic to Germany and

2.
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allowed the German naval effort to concentrate on Great
Britain. Second, the capture of the armament production
facilities in Leningrad would obstruct the Soviet war effort.
Leningrad, as the second largest industrial base within the
Soviet Union, contained & lqrge armament facility. Third, the
capture of the port facilities in Leningrad could have eased
the flow of logistics to German Army Group North by opening a
new line of communication. Once supplies entered the port.
the railway system (that also had a direct connection to
Moscow) could transport supplies rbrward. Finally, it would
protect the northern flank of Army Group Center from a
possible Soviet counter—attackf

Undoubtedly, the capture of Leningrad could help the
Germans -to achieve the strategic center of gravity, but it is
doubtful that the captﬁre of Leningrad would have created =2
deteriorating effect on the morale, cohesion, and will to
fight of the Soviet Hilitary. For the Soviets, the loss of
the armament facility would hinder. but by no means cripple.
armament production. The loss of the Baltic Fleet would mean
very little in a war that would be fought and won primarily on
land. For the Germans, the benefits of gaining the port
facilities and the relatively good rail system in the Baltic
States would create a favorable logistics situation for Army
Group Morth, but would do little for Army Group Center or

South.




Ukraine. While Leningrad had a direct military value,
the Ukraine had a potentially equal strategic aignificance
albeit an indirect value. Natural resources such as coal from
the Donets Basin, wheat from the Ukraine, and oil from the
distant Caucasus region made the Ukraine important. This was
the reason that Hitler considered the Ukraine to be the
economic power of the Soviet Union. Its capture by the
Germans would have given them a good supply of food and a much
needed 0il source for not only the continued prosecution of
the war, but also for the economic exploitation of Soviet
territory after the war.

Yhile these resources were vital to a protracted
campaign, they were not essential for a quick decizive
campaign. Remember, the Germans planned to “crush Soviet
Russia in a lightning campaign” before the. onset of the
Russian winter and even before the detea; of Great Britain.59
The Germans did not envision a protracted war; therefore, the
expenditure of means to capture resources not directly linked

to the achievement of the campaign ends was needless.

Moscow. As Paul Carell wrote in his book, Hitler
Moves Fast, Moscow was "the heart and brain of the Soviet
empire. “60 It contained the nerve center for the Soviet Union-
-the communications network for essential state-wide
communications. It also served as the transportation hub of
the Soviet Union in which "all roads [and railroads] led to

Hoscow. "61  Moscow had the largest industrial output of any
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city in the Soviet Union. In fact, HMoscow and the surrounding
industrial area accounfed for more than 18% of the overall
production in the Soviet Union.% ¥hat is more important, asz
the center of political leadership, Moscow provided essential
guidance and direction to the Soviet Military.

Losing Moscow could have been catastrophic to the
Soviet Union since its loss would significantly affect both
the Soviet Military and the Soviet strategic aim. The 3oviet
Military would have been unable to execute a coherent defense
in order to gain time for mobilizing and modernizing its
forces. Losing state-wide communications would have impeded
Soviet command and control throughout the coﬁntry. The
Soviets would have been unable to exploit interior lines-
needed to transport reinforcements from the east. The loss of
a substantial portion of Soviet war industry would impede
modernization efforts. Furthermore, as the capital, HNoscow'sz
fall might have been grave on the morale, cohesion, and will

to fight of the Soviet Military. As General Heinz Guderian

wrote in, Panzer Leader, the capture of Moscow would have had

an “enormous psvchological effect on the Russian people. "$¥ In
the Marcks' plan (discussed on the next page) loscow
conatituted the . . .spiritual center of the USSR.”%* From
statements such as these, we can deduce that this
paychological effect would have adversely affected the morale,

cohesion, and will of the Soviet HMilitary.




For the Germans, Moscow's capture would have had an
enormous impact towards the accomplishment of the strategic
center of gravity and their strategic aims. Indeed, many in
the German militafy believed Moscow to be critical to
defeating the strategic center of gravity. Several German
studies conducted prior to the invasion deemed Moscow’'s
capture essential.

In the Lossberg study conducted in September of 1941,
the author emphasized the importance of Moscow when he
concluded that the Germans needed a: |

concentration of force in the center using most of
the Panzer and motorized formations for deep thrust
towards Minsk-Smolensk-lMoscow. <

The Chief of Staff of the 18th Army, General Harcks,
briefed Hitler on 5 August 1940. Marcks’ plan made lMoscow the
“ﬁain operational objective. % Moscow was the key to the
destruction of the strategic center of gravity. A direct
thrust on the capital by a main effort attack would lead to
the destruction of the Russian forces west of lMoscow. The
capture of Moscow, Marcks noted, would “destroy the
coordination of the Russian state.”%?

Moreover, the capture would help the Germans fto
achieve a "quick campaign.® An attack aimed directly at
Moscow would bring the-bulk of the Soviet Army in contact with
the German Army since they would naturally advance to defend

the capital. W. Anders’ book, Hitler’'s Defeat in Pussia.

aupported this premise. The author had converzations with a




“score of high ranking officials” in the Soviet Military who
said that it would have been necessary “to muster all
available forces from every possible source for the defenae of
the capital. . . .7¢®

Hitler also understood the importance of Moscow. In
Directive 21, dated 18 December 1940, Hitler stated: TMoscow
must be reached as soon as possible. The political and
economic significance of capturing this city is tremendous. “¢°
However, on 5 December 1940, priqr to the release of Directive
21, Hitler stated in a plannihg conference that “what matters
post iz to prevent the enemy from falling back before our
onslaught. . . . Moscow is of no great importance. ™??

This sort of wvacillation is incomprehensihlé.
Hitler'shbased his reasoning on the desire to first destroy
the bulk of the Soviet Military west of the Dnepr by strategic
envelopment from the flanks. Undoubtedly, political-
ideological and economic fabtors motivated Hitler. To Hifler,
the Germans needed to capture Leningrad and the Ukraine to
achieve thenm.

In the validity test of “Operational Logic.” we have
analyzed the importance of each operational objective. ™ Of
the three operational objectives, Hoscow comes clasest to
being considered as an operational center of gravity by virtue
of its direct and intrinsié link to the operational aims
strategic center of gravity for the campaign. In the next

step, we will apply the feasibility test to Moscow.
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The Feasibility Test.

The question now is: Was it feasible for the Germans
to capture Moscow? The answer is yes, but only if done
rapidly from the initial stages of the war (this point will be
expanded below). We must consider a rapid attack on loscow
within the time constraints set forth for the campaign in
light of the terrain, the road conditions, the enemy
situation, and the German force structure. The Germans
planned to accomplish their aims prior to the onset of the
Russian winter. This meant that a portion of the German force
{(undoubtedly the main effort) would have to conduct a direct
assault on Moscow in order to capture it prior to Qctober.

The terrain in this part of the theater favored a
| rapid assault with the only major obstacles being the Dnepr
and Dvina Rivers, which the Germans prepared to Cross. The
road network was the best in the theater. A direct approach
using this road network--Warsaw-5luzk-Minsk-Vitebsk-lloscow--
during the summer months would also ensure that mud would not
be a problem. Furthermore, reaching lNoscow during the sunmer
months meant more daylight which, in turn, mesnt additional

German air support.

Yhat about the enemy situation? The German advance
;owards Moscow wouid have had to avoid becoming decisively
engaged with significant Soviet Army units. Doing so. would
mean the German forces would arrive in better fighting

condition than if they had fought the entire way to Moscow,




becoming bogged down in needless tactical engagements. &
direct advance also meant capturing the city would have been
easier. -The Germans would have been able to reach loscow
prior to the Soviets reinforcing it from either the strategic
reserve or from Army Group West. Finally, in the early stages
of the war, Soviet industry started redeploying east of the
Urals.” A rapid German advance might have been able capture
or destroy vital components of Soviet industry preventing or
at least seriously delaying the eventual Soviet Military
modernization.

But what if the Soviets repositioned forces, as
anticipated, between the German Army and Moscow? Certainly
this would have delayed the capture of Moscow, but it would
have also played into the Germans’ hands. This would have
brought the bulk of the Soviet Army (very inferior to the
Germans at this early stage of the war) into direct contact
with the German Army. thus preventing the Soviet Army from
withdrawing into the interior.

Yhat would be the German organization for this attack?
Obviously, the campaign plan determined the organization and
arrangement of forces. Nodifications to the plan would be
neceszary for a rapid direct assault on Hoscow. The
Operations Division of the Army High Command drafted a
modification to the campaign plan on 30 June. although they

never presented the plan to Hitler.™ The major points were:




Two armies, composed of infantry divisions, would
launch a frontal attack on Moscow. The axis of the southern
arny's advance would be the Roslavl-loscow road. The northern
army' s advance would be the Bely-Rzhev-Dmitrov line. On the
right of the southern army, Second Panzer Group would thrust
into the area south of Moscow, cutting railroads heading
south, and support the right wing of the southern army. on
the left, Third Panzer Group would drive in the direction of
Kalinin, cut the lines of communications between Moscow and
Leningrad, seize the area north of Moscow, and support the
left wing of the northern army. Another infantry army would
move up behind the Second Panzer Group, dislodge'the Puszzian
forces north of Gomel and establish flank security along the
Bryansk-Pogost line. The German planners estimated that after
maintenance of the armored and motorized units, the advance
could begin on 12 August and they coﬁld reach Moscow in the
beginning of September.

In sum, the feasibility teat helped us to determine
that the Germanz could have captured Moscow in the early
stages of the campaign. This completes the final atep of the

Operational Logic methodolog?.

¥. Conclusions
The research question for thiz monograph was: Which.
if any, of the German operational abjectives for the szecond
phase of the caupaign were also Soviet operational centers of
gravity?

40




The premise here 1s that the Germans would have been
better off developing a plan which focused combat power
against centers of gravity instead of diluting combat power
across a broad front. As we have already mentioned, centers
of gravity are derivative of the aims or objectives
established at the level for which one is planning. Second,
aims or objectives established 'at one level of war should
contribute to our ability to impose our will over the center
of gravity at the next higher level. Ultimately, all aims and
objectives at the operational and tactical levels must
contribute to the accomplishment of the strategic center of
gravity. If no linkage exists between these levels,
operational and tactical objectives begin to shape strategy.
Eventually, this happened to German strategy in Barbaros:a.
Tactical successes--like the encirclement of Russian forcesz at
Kiev--began to drive German strategy causing forces to be
diverted away from operational objectives. This brings us
back to our original premise. If one of the German
operational objectives was an operational center of gravity,
the German could have concentrated combat power during the
second phasze of the campaign.

This monograph concludes that Hoscow was the
operational center of gravity for Operation Barbarnssa. Its
capture would help in the accomplishment of the operational
aims--destroy or capture Soviet war-making potential--since

the Mozcow industrial area accounted for the greatest
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percentage of industrial production of any single area in the
Soviet Union. While Leningrad and the Ukraine offered
attractive industrial centers as well, the Soviet Military
would have felt the effects from the capture HNoscow
immediately. Which brings us to the most important reason why
Moscow was the operational center of gravity: the direct and
jntrinsic relationship between Moscow and the strategic center
of gravity--the Soviet Military.

With Moscow identified as the operational center of
gravity, German military planners would have avoided diluting
combat power acrosz a 2000 mile front. Instead, they could
have focused their main effort attack on an immediate and
direct thrust to capture Moscow. This is not to imply that
the Germans should have disregarded Leningrad and the Ukraine.
Instead, they should bave relegated them to secondary status

with Moscow as the primary focus.




Appendix A: Key Terms

Center of Gravity. The hub of all power and movement
upon which everything depends. It 1is that characteristic,
capability, or location from which enemy and friendly forces
derive their freedom of action., physical strength, or will to
fight. Centers of gravity exist at each level of war and can

develop or change during the course of the campaign. ™

Culmination. In the offense, the culminating point is
that point in time and location when the attacker’s combat
power no longer exceeds that of the defender. In the defense.
a defender reaches culmination when he no longer has the
capability to launch a counteroffensive or defend

successfully. ™

Lines of Operation. These lines define the
directional orientation of the force in time and spsce in
relation to the enemy. They connect the force with itz bass

of operations and itz objectives.™

Strategic level of War. This level 1is concerned with
national or, in specific case, alliance or coalition

objectives. ™

Operational level of War. This level is the link
between the atrategic objectives and the tactical guplovment

of forces. At thiz level, military forces attain strategic

~
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objectives through the design, organization, and conduct of
campaigns and major operations.™®

Tactical level of War. This level is concerned with
the execution of battles and engagements, successes and
fajlures at this level, as viewed by the operational-level

commander, and sets the conditions for operational maneuver.

Decisive Points. Decisive points are the keys to
getting at centers of gravity. They are often geographical in
nature and offer the one who secure them with a marked
advantage over the enemy and greatly influence the outcomes of

an action. ©0

Operational Art. The employment of military forces to
‘attain strategic and opefational objectives through the
design, organization, integration, and conduct df strategies,

campaigns, major operations, and battles.®
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